a DOCUMENT RESUME ‘ 


ED 079 772 a é F ; cS 500 334. 
x 4 * * / 
. AUTHOR Skirde, Edward*G. ; 
' TITLE Human Information and Argument Retrieval Language 


Correlates and Attitudinal Frame of. Reference; 
3 ‘ Rhetorical Invention; Attitudinally Bound. 
PUB DATE © Apr 73 . : 
NOTE “f 15p.e; Paper preSented at the Annual Conférence Cf the ’ 
International Communication Association (Montreal, 
; April 25-29, 1973) — '. rss 
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.65 HC-$3.29 ae: 
DESCRIPTORS _. *Attitudes; Beliefs; *Bias;*‘*Concept Formation; 
2 Information Theory; *Persuasive Discourse; 
*Rhetoric 


IDENTIFIERS *Argumentation ’ 


ABSTRACT A ata ' j 

7 An act of rhetoric has attitudinal significanceé;* thet 
is, a part of rhetoric involves persuasion. Further, attitudinal : 
frames of reference relate to and desult from the retrieval @e§ stdéréd 
" dnformation (memory, etc.) and the generation of arguments. By 
studying the relative, strength that subjects use in arguing an _ 
."issue-concept,". the subjects’ opened for acceptance or rejection 
can be determined as well as their own géneration and sorting of 
arguments. The extremity of a subject's attitudinal position toward 
‘an “issue-concept" also‘related to the number of arguments generated. 
@rinally, the extremity of position and degree of involvement relate 


directly to the number of arguments generated. . (CH) / a 
fet _f . ; , 
/ z ~ 
6. ~~ / 4° 
- z ad ‘ 
; fe 
a 
. f x ™ ™~ 
; } P c 


ED 079772 - 


“5 


e 


. U 


\ FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY 


. 


US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
EDUCATION 6 WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 


THIS DOC ENT HAS BEEN REPRO 
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FRON 
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN 
+ ATING IT POINT®OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE * 
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 


HUMAN INFORMATION AND ARGUMENT RETRIEVAL: : 
LANGUAGE CORRELATES AND ATTITUDINAL FRAME OF REFGRENCE 
: RHETORICAL INVENTION: » AT'TITUDINALLY. BOUND 
sieae : 
Ly 
eae 


. 


Prepared for presentation 'pefore the 21st ‘annual nesting of ant Internatiinal: 


* Communication Association, April 25-28, 1973, Montreal the 


ormation Systems Division's session on Information: cess ches 
to ttitude Formation and Change. sng se 


id 


Edward G. Skirde, Assistant Professor“of Speech ani Peychology, St. Jonite 
Metveresiys, Staten Toland, New. York: 


“ “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS COPY- 


FIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 


Edward G.; Skirde 


TO ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERATING 
UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN- 
STITUTE OF EDUCATION. FURTWER REPRO- 
DUCTION OUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE- 
QUIRES PERMISSION OF ‘THE COPYRIGHT 
“OWNER.” 


When an individual endages th ‘creating something tose ; he J . 
"s© engages in a rhetorical act, ‘that is, rhetorical invention. Rhetoric, A 
5 " "as we not, is* by nature multidimensional . Among the many dimensions cae 
— . of ‘Phetoric, Wayne Brockriede ‘notes that two kinds of attitudes have eg as 
- _thetoric&l — attatudes ‘toward the central idea in a choice- a ae 
> _, Makirig situati 
| > and beliefs." Although this “writer 4s not willing té Be the two, one 
ints bf-atbitodes nypotiasia, the Brockriede statement d — 


d the ideological “stfucture of other related at attitudes / 


s make it 
. clear that ioe do have. rhetorical significance. Our question is: 
_@ Are attitud “ffames of reference related to the retrieval of stored |: 


% 


Ra inforsiatior and the generation of acpiente (anvention)? : 

What As neagt by steer frane of reference? _For ;the me “ ¥ ae: 
Fas of discussion attitudinal trate lot reference. shal inchude the . 

¢ following: @) the intensity and direction of a person's position toward - 

i oe _ an amie-eancept, (a) an individual's involvement wath ee Lame-concept, 

- . de and “3) the relative Amportanod of an iesue-concept: to the person. 

' a ie Pes the Sherifs, a person is related to Rmctiestione ze ay 
Sas aly relevant cbjects persone, events, groups, and prevailing oon Xe 

values nid objects with strong “— or aversions, as well as definsya ie ae : 

| commitannts and identificatjons." Fs perceived relatedness be ve ne « 

an individual and’ “an Assue-contept is anchored in the individual's om -° [ 

ee stand (or position) toward theo daonseppioge “Own ‘position therefore, | 
: eee tk fee : one ie aah oe Oocee te , 
e. ’ : 


a a 1, "Dimensions of the Concept of Rhetoric," ‘Quarterly Journal of 1°. Say 
a \ Speech, LIV (February,1%68), p.4. > 7 ae 
"2, Mgafer Sherif and Carolyn W. Sherif, Social Enzchology, (New York, 199, ; 
., Pe 295. . . 


Sead, pe. 249-94h. Ea = gage OY 


a 


a) : ’ : ° ; ' 
. ° : -2- - é 
3 os iz : co ‘ . “ or ‘ : ¢ 
_ can be viewed "gS one dimension of areiiotinal, frame of reference. It 
rar eae’ 579 
\ ‘can be investigated in.terms of its Aoettlon (positive or onigattve) and i 


| . ; ae its intensity (strong on weak). Own scattion is included in the. total 


det of positions an individual Will accept, reject, or be noncommittad~ 


about. As. the Sherifs have’ noted in’ their research, an individual \s . a] 
me own Sus operates as an anchor for ‘Judging other positigfis. Biperi- 
. ' , : we # 
». mental evidence: denonstrates that attitude-relevant items ordered, & 


_ ro ranked, within. spe bounds of what the individual is willing to accept 


or rodeos in terms of his owne stand. Thus, an Sadia ha responses 


Liwand an saeieconsept is represented by a range of positions which | 


—~_ fre finds acceptable > Or objectionable, ‘or tegeta which ‘he is ndhcomittal. se 
The’ range of acceptable and jobjectionable positighs will vary depinding - 


upon the individual's involvement i il the jenierconcert. Therefore; . ‘ 
. "tirvclvenanit ‘withihj an issue-concept constitutes’ another, ainaneion of: , 
-4 , ; ; PAs 
. The final dimension of attitudtigl frane of Petqrence is ~ .- 4 


4 © 


eoncerned with how important an individual perceives an. are seid co wa 


- 


By ¢ attitudinal treo of referenice. > 
* 


. ‘to be, given his’ own sit of priorities. Depending upon “an inciviauit's . 
; own set a priorities, is e=concepts vary in how" imporpant the individual, * , 4 


regards chee Operationally, importance of an iesue-cbncept “to, the’ me 
. self is defined by an individual's’ self-rating of an issue-concept on @ , 


¥ ating seale. : - : . "i @ 


d 


’ "hy See W. Sherif and Muzafer Sherif, eds., Attitude, Ego- HSE ath 
: oe fk BL and Chand, (New York, sid pp. 121-126. até ey ae 


* Tia discus ion. thus far vn attit sad" frame of reference can 


- 


be cumgried as fo ett A devteign made, rogerding incoming inforfation 

“will be anchored by the individual own stand on thé Lesue. Aneem 

-& information will be processed and Judged as acceptable, unacpeptable, > 

or neither depending pon the ‘strength, and direct’fon of an individual's 

qwn position, ri relative degree of perceived | sifortance wf the “Asoue 

wi " to the Aindividua’, and his degree of hiteasatraads the Ssoue.. Thus, | 
a é thtough examination of these constructs an assessment of a 

frame*of reference can ‘be made. 

% ° 4 V7 : Invention . for shetori%ai iheswtete _soncorng the discovaly of 
a "what ee gay when confronted with the. nece ssity of sp@aking. siesibha 
; ‘ ¥ ig an int ral pthcens wnt takes lace rs the © = of the mind’ 

‘ . , Sand includes the process st retrieving information and senavating 
ey ny i . argunerte, By observshg the aproduct of invention, verbalized arpeems, 
_ and by ‘analyzing attitudinal frames of reference we can explore possible 


« 


ngs 3 * euatonshipe between the two gongpets.” | ; 
re 


: Reva co ‘ Anong those rhetoricians wife have been: concemed with ‘the : 


Mors Roxy process of invention, there seems to be agreement thet when a speaker 


ry 


ghee eg “engages in the ico of alecovering arguments about an iss oonOeEy 

’ ; he is conseiously’or subconsciously assisted by a schema of ae this 
‘\__ achent of geues has been more commonly called a gptéal srvede, These 

"4 “  topies appear to be broad claseiticat is (eg. expediency, feasibility) 


ee ta 


_ j fof retrieving stored infomation and tiftreby pena posetble. dans 


of argument, Operationally, therefore, “invention is defined asa process 


- PP . 17-21. 


& . 


ie ae which efaosin subject matter. A epeaker can use these a as devices 


fos 7 Lt 5. Charles 8. Baldwin, Mcp: atric an Este, patie ah 1959), 


of generat ig arguments Op an i2aue-concept with, the aid of a Tapas 


F a ‘System. ; eg a eget . , 
z 2 ; . a : ee is oe Me, | 
P ‘ . _ William F, Nedeon attempted to examine the use of "toPoi" as 


eer a ‘ 4 a tool for retrieving stored information, and to investigate basic, . pa 
eS a / , psychological, constructs underlying a topical page The particular * eee 


“tepical. system Leon studied as devised by Wilson “ail Arnold in Pu nus f : 
6 ( 
"Speaking as as a on Art. Nelsori's immediate concern was to answer : 


2 


7 the. question:. Does the notion that a topical system assists hyman “he F J 


I a 8 . . 
“¥sformatdon rettieval enjoy both construct and mpiricat validity? ae ee 


Asconting to Nelson's savepuigation "people “categorize inconing sensory — 
data iccqrding to inbérmaitesd schema of more-or-less discrete informa-. . 4 
7 ee he 

“Hon set? ( (oriceptial’ clusters) +" He goes further to explain: thet a 


“WGoncejkal Galiaekie inwalives baie adding ta, retrieving ore eo “ 
ss : . and pestrueturing within and among information ‘sets. Each: set is .- A 
i ae sabes as ia ordered s so. that a superordinate ‘barn ean ace t for all oa 
\ : £8 ; 
ho ee ae items associated ix its, set." The’ superord} ate terms represent F 


alles in menory where ergments are stored;" ‘and evidence: suggests “phat 


-_ 


. the use of the topical. aysten pemits greater *revali' of arguments then ° 
f ’ when such a system is not used. Specifically} in Yelson's research? 5 
ti hs \ 
cae ee -. : .. “The mean number of résponses generated: by subjects a one hour’ using . 


£ : , -* " " @ topical system was compared with the mean number of subjécts using sR 


' _ free-reeall across two Tevels of concept meeingtiolaass and two levels. \ 
rae ) ‘ . of verbal ability. In ali cases subjects using a topical system were 


. : : a ’ , ‘ Nae 
s ~ * . ’ . i . 


ns 4 x “++ 6) /Wilson and Arnold, p. 15. : ie : has . 
oe i ao im) . 46 eater An Historical, criticary! tal Study of of 
\ 


r &he tion of Topoi Tuas Tatornstion ietriewal, » (The Penneylventa : 
State, University, 1%9), en doctoral aac p. 51. * 


: om . 8, ‘Ibid. , Pp. 51. : : bs * 


caer TED teen As 


e- 


- 
found to generate ‘more’ items than subjects using’ free-recall., rs Based 
on these ‘findings, ‘ the evidence strongly ars that ‘the discovery of : 
\areuments is ‘enhanced by ; the use’ ofa topical system, It therefore was 
® the belier of this writer that through the ~use of, a topical, system* it. 

would te pogsible for subjects to retrieve - stored information in the sie 

. of arguments’ which m}ght then be trivestigated in terms of attitudinal 

frame of reference. er. ee : é . 

- To investigate | the relationship betwecn rvention and * seit’ ; 

“frame of FACorenee the acai’. ‘peneabch design was used.. Ninety~three 
subjects from the basic apenrh course at The Pennsylvania State University 


were randomly assigned to ‘toe rooms, Subjects partTéipated in a five 


« step experimental task. Briefly. sumarized the “five steps were: -Q) half. 


* according ae arguments Mien they accepted, rejected, and to which = 


of the experinental group filed out a Semantic Differential on the ‘ 


Sg “ssuesconcept of abortion, ‘nie the other. half of the \sroup responded 


to a nine item Ordered Alkernesive listing of. positions on the legaliza- 1 
“4h0n of’ abortion in Pennsylvania, (2) all. subjects were given an Importanee 
Rating Seale‘ for eight issue-concepts which included the issue of abortion, 
(3) subjects were given forty-minutes “to generate arguments both Pro and 
Con) in‘ response to the question: Should abortion be legalized in the 


state, of Pennsyl yahia?, (4) subjects sorted the arguments they generated 


they remained undcunditited, and (5) the propedures used in step one 


were vevarsen: ‘for gach of the two experimental groups. 


. 


6 ’ 


9%. Teid., Pe. 52, ; ods oe oe a ‘ 


’ 


m Z P \ , 
| . 


, The use \, the Semantic Differential. provided the reseatcher 
| .,with date regarding the direction and intensity of aubjenys* attitudinal 


positions. The me item OEderes Alternative Listing of positions io 


vided the reseatchey: with a method ‘of identifying subjects! iagsen be 


involvement, with the issue.” By having the. subjects sort their ar ees ‘ 
latitudes of ‘acceptance, ; iy and nopcommi tment were 2 identified | 
according “to the subjects! own designations. ad Ipsreaaee Rating Scale 


\ 


‘was constructed in similar fashion to the seaiais Diffe ontial. | tt 


< 


offered the -pesearcher an indication af the subjects! vi of th | 
i i ol of abortion, given the sabjecté? own set af een . , 
The importance of abortion could then be rmauaie i aaa the other issues 


x . 


that the subjects also had to rate. The usé of the Hen eee ot / ue 
. -4 - J A 
abortion was determined through pfior anveptigations a +p ae \ 
i { \ 


’ ‘These procedufes yielded data which revealed hat the is \ 
; tines subjects participating , in this experiment, for thé most part, oth 9 
maintained, noderately favorable attitudinal positions toward the issue- (2 
edcort of abortion, They viewed aan iee as being vitae d ‘important | 
to theasdives, The majority of Shear own positions toward legalization 
- of abortion in Pennsylvania. wers Pro; They. Penton to accept more: of 
» their, own arguments than arguments ‘whtok they rejected or remained? 
| ‘alicaad to. And finaly, the subjects ‘appeared to: have a fairly i 


unc: 


high gree of involvement in the issue-concept . 


oThe data demoristrated that subjects with extreme ‘attitudinal 


i pésit ons, that is, Senantic Djfferefitial scores between 1. 00 arid 2. 25 afl 
at ae 2; i 


_and 75 and 7 00, tended is accept mare of their arganients ‘than | gument | 
Ii 


| 
je 


* ? 
i ; 


whic they rejected. Rachivased, the more important the Apsue-cone rit. - I | 


| 
Hi 


argunents ‘contributed moderately, = noncoumittal arguments contHibuted 


Tay ma the subject, the more acceptable arguients he gendratéd: _sAsoaptible. 
argusents contributedsaost to increpeed oth tote avgunente, rejected 


On the other hat, then subjects were intrnted with the entire’ 


least. 
was spel ‘in the Ordered’ Alterriative sting + - — they tended to accept’ 


‘ 


range positions toward the Aggaltzation of abortion an Pennsylvania _ as. 


the subjects aid perceive’ themselves to be “involved With ‘the Aseue of 
: ¢. 


a’ 
‘ 
. 
o 
~ 


fewer Seats than positions rejected. "These findings indicate that 


i te 
“or, ' 
, 8 


oY 
. 


abortion. 7 are 
The anajysis and relationships observed were, made without 


. 


aie soundiés’ af. the evidence, or the logical’ content of the arguments. 


regard for types of areuiemta, generated, the quality of ee argunents, 


The relationships observed were , based ‘upon the quantty of arguments 
‘generated as it correlated to an individual's attitudinal frame-of ‘ 
i, Me 

, 4 


subjects ‘tells am, about the ehetarmest: ceodeas of iiveatica, Lat us 


# 
reference ad previously defined. 
Our concern now is to discuss what the response patterns of 
thérefore ‘sealer how an individual ‘me is emt moderate, or | 


neutral. in nis attitude generates argenents. 
An “individoa? who takes an extreme attitudinal diame inant 


/ il | “an issue tends to generate large riunbers of arguments. Among the total ° 
arguments he wemeratets he accepts more than he rejects’ or reniains a # 
, itself eppears to .have relative importance to 


iscuttieed to. The issu 
him. And finally, his lat tudes of acceptance, rejection," and noncommit= 
: ; Thus, we' might 


oD : u ry 
nent’ indicaté that he is highly involved with the issue. 
conclude that whea an individual's ‘ateudinal shee of reference has 


the characteristics of extremity of position ‘toward an tame, = in 


sgt POOR Rice 


ee, & , ‘ : ' 


‘tha inportance of the Ssotie » and ‘an Anvolyemetit with the Asaue, thet 


individual is capable of woiavating large: — of arguments, ‘the 
: majority of which will be acceptable to him. 

“What explanation can be offered ‘that might account for this 
‘behavior? We. should note first that 4g individyalts own stand on an “4 
issue is (a) contained within what the “indiviaiay is willing to accept, 
“reject, and remain unledemitted to, and ‘(29 that. an indivi al's. own: 
stand on “an aed operates as an wishes for Iepre other positions, ° 
We Bitght argue that & person who takes an’ extreme stand toward, an issue, ae 


views the issue as important to himself, and gigas ener ee a 


‘ __ high degree of involvement th the issue, therefore, Processes and judges 


cantormatien, for the most pé » as attitudinally re relevan ant; My 45g = 
. When information 8 perceived us attstydinally relevant, ; 

._ Judgnent “4s made regarding the “acceftability"’ or "unaeceptability" of 

"processed dnformation related to the individual's own stand on the issue, 

With own position as the wishin se judgment, ’ processed ‘artemis - ? 

either assimilated qr contrasted +6 the ‘person's own stand on ‘the Aseub, 

ahaeeesion which is apsinilated or contrasted to a perean!s own “stand _ 

is then presumably stored as inforsiat Jot sete, » and can be retrieved . 

> with the asbistance ofa voniont system -- as was seemingly dong in this ‘ 

stoty. ionever; ithe to the: contrast effect; kane person does not 


differentiate as- finely among arguments whitch are objectionable t to beac 


G thereby generating fewer bag them than acceptable argunents. ; 


We eed bear n mind: that the majority of the pibjects pan- 
. ticipating in this experinent were pavereply dusposed toward the legal- thy" 


4 sation of abortion in the state of “Penneyivanta. It is. therefore no, : 


f . 
; ° . ' 
. . . 
. 4 ’ 7 . : 
‘ e . ‘ hy ne . 
gent, eee f 


IN A ‘! 
; sutprise that ns they were calledgipen to generate arguments ‘in A re P 
‘ ee, ; ay oe 
‘ : - ‘ . Pesponge “to thé. issue of. legalizing’ abortion, they. Benerated ‘more aceept? a a3 ee 
able arguments than either arguments’ which they rejected pee whikh they Pan, See ; * 
u sa . Pe | 


remained mneeath iad to. - An individual who is Fredispo qs to a particylar ie 


4 
\ 


Gf uF “Positioft tn: ‘an issue seems to Judge infomation regard 3 pe. issueas. |. 
; sae ® ie oe ; ,attdtudinally relevant, abeind lating or contrasting it to his own’ - . ,e a 
ae positon? When $f@ ividual retrieves Stored inf mation in order to t 


genérate Rees he” is sr Likely 4 tas os among arguments hat 


,\ ‘have been assimilated and, ae Eereearee: 7 acceptableargunents.,, On the 4 ) 
1other ‘eit, ihe individual does ‘not. seem i ditterentiate anch" information. “4: << : 
3 nia a? ‘that, has been stored ‘and contrésted — his own position, ‘and, therefore : é 
\ Ps ee genprates) fever cbjectionabe erdumet, <tihen an. eg pate perceives | 

y" . 4 o Anforation as being attitudinally. relevaitt he does 26 possibly because . 
‘e ‘views the issue as ak to himself and he ‘sees his involvement . : ‘ 
ee = , ie % sto be relatively: eek raigequnty, ‘information that is perceived as ne ria 
d Re ; related to his. own poneeanes is. judged, and because judgnints are made 


Ri aout the acceptability or unaeceptability of ee relevent” 


ue , information, ‘the information is stored. Therefore an. individual with Cai ty 
or ail extreme potion on an issue is able to generate ieee edibees of ‘ 


‘ argunents which are’ acceptable to his own stand on the issue and lumps" & aad we is . fae 
a ot Ma 
ae 2%, + f _cbjectiotable items into a eelatdvely undifferenthated objectionable ) a K . Ae 


sen sk category.” . # i. eA “a © a ate, (per. we \ 
~ 
) How does Seeing a , moderate | stand jonlan 4 issue relate to the - 


senate of. t arqmet, An tnatviduaa ait sparere eee toward . ' 


a) 


on TORR ees pe 


\ the issue produces n no differences in the number of arguments he BOneraers 


aie ~10-" ; ; ¢ ry 


- ” 


.on af issue perceives-,the teas eas supepin to himself than the ee 


on geiko wih an extreme ‘positdog. “On the, other. hand, an individual with . _. aan 


a moderate: position is as highly involved’ \ tith & issue as are, 
individudls with ‘extreme positions, © 9 i 


Although an individual has a, moderate. positian toward an Aw bn fee 


TN 
issue he does take a position. mptier the positon is nN. against o 


’ Because he takes a position, although MEE OESLO; he possesses an anchor 
tl udgtig. related “information. Consequently the need arises for hin geet ’ 
to make decisions negersnig the ic ieee or ‘unacceptability of || 
related information. ‘Information that, he rOCtEENe "4s either assinilated 
ér contrasted, to his own stand and is stored as information seete ‘When 
the information sets are Ghar apped mee the “gencration of. argunents 
with the assistance of a ‘topic sijdtam: -- the individual generates : tee 
relatively large numbers af ‘ar nts.which are acceptable to ‘his own , | 


. . Pa > . . 7 | 
position, ’ - - . et : 3 
In these considerat ipn we nied to Keep in “a the honcasiaaty <i . 

of the subjects’ participating in this study. Th majority of the subjects: 


‘had favorable attitudinal positions a abortion. Thus ’ ‘hes confronted , ak: 


‘with the task of generating their own argunents regarding the legalization aS ie : 


of atontion,, these subjects anaes i mostly favorable —— ’ for , ee 


a . 


these were acceptable to their fn pro poaltsensy. ‘The moderate individual q : 


: was predisposed toward thé issue and at ‘woitld therefore follow that when e. 


the moderates contented seidenic relevant information, ‘they pveense 
it in:the same fashion as indiViduals with expend positions, They , 


~ . »* 


ted or contrasted related information which was then stored as 
. a \ : ‘ eee | 


° . ‘ x 


Ory 


\~ 


e ‘ i p , 5 ; a : 
‘information sets. When retrieving the information they tended to petrieve 


information which had been assimilated, discriminating mote discretely. 
among items they acceptedy therefore generating more acceptable arguments, 
~ and lumping together contrasted information, thus generating fewer - 


ae 3 
es 


object ionable items.” | ‘ ; y 


? ’ phone the inventive behavior ofa . person bra a moderate 


position on the isue: of abortion resembles one who takes an. extreme position, 


the mesarne sees the issue as less cael and yet e 
high dake of iftvonvenent, with the! issue. “Why? The .e plandt ion for this * 
’ behavior which seems the most cogent derives ‘Prom: the z 
maderete cakes a staid on the issue even though he Ais 
‘jeas intensely and sees. the Assue as less importaht. ‘than the pepson with 


an extreme position. " By the mere fact of talcing?a: me aay one should 


tend to view information as attitudinally relevant. Consequently the 


. nef would abhee to make judepenits regarding such information. When these 


Ca 
\ er are nada’ the Judgnents become a‘ part of stored information sets. 


since, tap ‘these information sets we are able to learn that, a person 


with a modercte view toward an issue has a number of stored sets, and 


naturally enough, is able to generate relatively’ large numbers of 
arguments which tend to be acceptable to his own position, Furtheniake ; 
it is not at all unlikely that the data denignstrate med2rates as highly - 
dnvolved. There tis no reason to believe that because individuals are.’ 
moderate in tate (position that they ahold also be less involved. It 


is quite saicateanis that the moderates view’their invo enent just as 


stYongly as & person with an extreme position -- ‘‘ihiich hap ined to be- 


e “ 


‘the case in this study. The difference between the two positions is,with 
> F 


respect to the exten™o which the extreme and the moderate were willing 


erignces a velatively 


¥ 


b ds. his poadsion 
i Rey 


iy 


. -l2- F + 


to carry their respective positiorf$, and not with the involvement, in 


their respective positions. 
ae er. 
Let us now consider the behavior of a person with a neutral 


positjgn toward the issue of abortion to sce’ how it contrasts with extreme 
and moderate positions. A person fh: a neutral pmsittontduvard an ishue 
should not be interpreted a refraining from taking a stand. A declaration 
of neutrality is a stand -- it is ano position position. The person’ 
is neither for nor against the issue, as so declared. And consistent - 
with that position, he generates fewer arguments than ‘ person who;zis 
either! extreme or moderate. The person’ with a neutral stand perceives 

| thé-issue as having little importance to himself; he does not feel 
involved with the issue. He has presumably processed little __ 
information, finding it attitudinally irrelevant; thus"he generates a 
fewer arguments than either the extreme or moderatdé individual. 
Nonetheless, Like others, he accepts more of ‘his-own arguments than he i 


rejects. If the reverse were true, if information wes perceived as v. 


attitudinally relevant, the individual would generate larger numbers 


oftarguments. | . 


Although a position of neutrality is no position position, there 


- does seem to be reason for believing that an individual maintaining this 


¢ 


arguments he too generates more acceptable arguments than arguments which 


he rejects. 


. 
‘ 


r 


on , . , jl 
Based on what has been said about neutrals, it appears all the 
more likely that an individual's aieemabi of the inpartaviea of an °* . ; 
issue when taken. by itself, provides little insight .for examining rhetorical : = 
invention, What does seem ‘crucial to examining rhetoricg] jinvention is. 
‘the extremity of position Maintained by an individual. and the degree of 
involvement with the issue. As noted in the above discussion, generally a 
\speaking, the more extreme and involved: an individual is in his attitudinal 
position the more iuaibees ot arguments he IBenEY ENCE ; the more neutral et 5 
and less involved an individual, the fewer arguments he generates. In ' 
all cases, individuals tend to generate large numbers of Pee which » 
are acceptable to their own position. It should? be noted that whether | N . ; 
an individual's own pasition is Pro Con, or Noncommittal iis little s 


. 


visible relation to thé numbers of argments generated, 
‘ 

In view of the previous discussion we can conclude that the 
rhetorical procéss of invention is systematically related to attitudinal 
frame of reference. Data are not available regarding rhetorical invention 
"in process’ and from this data se must build hypotheses ‘that examine, 

. and explain the untlerlying natwre of the relationships that have been 
identified. 
By way of quick review, the relationships observed were: 

1. THE RELATIVE SIZE OF AN INDIVIDUAL! 5 LATITUDE OF ACCEPTANCE: AND 
REJECTION AS DETERMINED BY THE SUBJECTS’ OWN GENERATION AND SORTING 
OF ARGUMENTS SYSTEMATICALLY RELATES TO THE TOTAL NUMBER OF ARGUMENTS 
AN INDIVIDUA, GENERATES IN RESPONSE TO AN ISSUE=CONCEPT. That is 
to say, the greater the latitude of acceptance the more total 
areunente generated, and conversely, the greater the latitude of 


1 


Tejection the.fewer the total arguments generated. yout . . 


‘ , a we 


es THE EXTREM: -TH OF % PERSON'S ABTTP UDINAL POSITION” TOWARD AN aes 
CONCEPT SYSTEMATICALLY RELATES 1 THE NUMBER OF ARGUMENTS capa. : 
“Speed tscally, individuals with extreme and moderate positions ‘generate 


f large numbers of arguments. Neutrals generate significantly fewer 


e . 
j 


f a allel 
be EXTREMITY OF POSITION AND DEGRISE OF INVOLVEMENT SYSTEMATICALLY 


sae 


RELATES TO THE NWMBER OF ARGUMENTS GENERATED. The ‘more “extreme an 


~ ” 


*’ individual's positjon and the more’ infolved the -person is with the 

; : s age be ne ° « 
o.., issue the more arguments the individual geqerates. ‘The more neutral 4 

a person's position and the less involved the individual is with the 


issue the fewer number of arguments he generates.- 


